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and Peace of the Magdalena Medio is 
doing critically important work. They 
need and deserve our thanks and en-
couragement. They represent hope and 
peace for Colombia. 

Before you came to the chair, Mr. 
President, I was saying this organiza-
tion is doing the best, by all accounts, 
social and economic development 
work. This priest is beloved and highly 
respected. Two members of his organi-
zation have been brutally murdered in 
the last 40 days. Their plea, and the 
plea from many civil society people in 
Colombia, is: Please, U.S. Government, 
please U.S. Senate, call on the Govern-
ment and the military and the police 
to defend us. That is what I am doing. 
That is supposed to be part of Plan Co-
lombia. 

We have a deep involvement in Co-
lombia. Therefore, we have an oppor-
tunity and a duty to defend Colombian 
civil society against the abuses of the 
guerrillas and the paramilitaries alike. 
The message needs to be commu-
nicated to the military in Colombia 
that with the Blackhawk helicopters 
and the military assistance come 
human rights conditions you have to 
live up to. Otherwise, we are going to 
continue to see the murder of innocent 
people with impunity. 

I want this statement to certainly be 
sent out to Colombia because I want 
the paramilitary forces and others to 
know we are paying attention to Fa-
ther Francisco de Roux and his organi-
zation, the Program for Development 
and Peace, and their work, and that we 
mean to defend civil society people. 

Again, I want to point out that the 
Colombian Government has an obliga-
tion to defend civil society people from 
the violence both from the guerrilla 
left and the paramilitary right. Up to 
date, they have not defended people 
from violence in Barranca, which I 
have visited twice now. The para-
military cut the telephone wires, iso-
lated the people. They have no phone 
service. They took away their cell 
phones and moved into their homes. 
They control the city. With the excep-
tion of the bishop and the priest and 
his organization, and a few others, 
hardly anybody can speak up any 
longer without the real risk that they 
will be murdered. 

Francisco de Roux’s organization, 
widely credited for this great economic 
development work, has had two mem-
bers—a woman and a man—dis-
membered, brutally murdered. It is 
time for our Government to make clear 
to the Colombian Government and po-
lice and military that they have to de-
fend these civil society people. 

f 

UNIONS UNDER SIEGE IN 
COLOMBIA 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to also address the dis-
turbing level of violence perpetrated 
against Colombia’s union leaders. 

As another Labor Day passes, I could 
not in good conscience neglect to men-
tion the plight of our brothers and sis-
ters in the Colombian labor movement. 
There has been a dramatic escalation 
in violations against them and the re-
sponse by the Colombian authorities in 
the face of this crisis has been neg-
ligible. 

For the past 15 years, Colombia has 
been in the midst of an undeclared war 
on union leaders. Colombia has long 
been the most dangerous country in 
the world for union members, with 
nearly 4,000 murdered in that period. 
Today, three out of every five trade 
unionists killed in the world are Co-
lombian. 

Union members and activists are 
among the main targets of human 
rights violations—including murders, 
disappearances and threats—in the es-
calating conflict in Colombia. Para-
military groups, who are linked with 
Colombian security forces, are respon-
sible for most of these attacks, al-
though guerrilla groups have also tar-
geted activists. 

The right-wing AUC has been espe-
cially brutal, killing hundreds simply 
because they view union organizers as 
subversives. One of the most recent 
killings occurred on June 21, when the 
leader of Sinaltrainal, the union that 
represents Colombian Coca-Cola work-
ers, Oscar Dario Soto was gunned 
down. His murder brings to seven the 
number of unionists who worked for 
Coca-Cola and were targeted and killed 
by paramilitaries. Earlier this summer, 
the International Labor Rights Fund 
and the United Steelworkers of Amer-
ica brought a suit against the Coca- 
Cola company alleging that the Colom-
bian managers had colluded with para-
military security forces to murder, tor-
ture and silence trade union leaders. 

According to a recent New York 
Times report by Juan Forero, the num-
ber of union workers at Coke plants in 
Colombia has dropped to 450 from 1,300 
in 1993. Total Sinaltrainal membership 
has dropped to 2,400 from 5,800 five 
years ago. 

Regardless of the outcome of this 
particular legal case, U.S. companies 
with subsidiaries in Colombia have an 
obligation to address the upsetting 
trend of violence against workers, par-
ticularly union representatives. It is 
clear that some companies regularly 
hire out paramilitary gunmen to in-
timidate and kill in order to break 
labor unions. Last year alone, at least 
130 Colombian labor leaders were assas-
sinated. Four times as many union 
workers have been killed this year as 
during the same time last year. That’s 
more than 80 unionists killed since the 
beginning of this year. 

Colombia, like the United States, 
guarantees workers a legal right to or-
ganize. However, when they do, they 
face grave threats. This is a serious 
violation of human rights, under Arti-

cle 22 of the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights. The Colom-
bian government must take an active 
role in protecting and ensuring that 
these rights are enjoyed by all its citi-
zens. 

Likewise, the Senate should bear in 
mind the deteriorating plight of union 
membership in Colombia before send-
ing additional military aid to a govern-
ment that can’t—or won’t—crack down 
on paramilitary forces. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-

PER). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
I be given an opportunity to speak as 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized. 

f 

BUDGET SURPLUS NUMBERS ARE 
NOT GOOD 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, 
while the Senate was in recess for the 
month of August, the Congressional 
Budget Office released its projections 
as to the size of the Nation’s surplus. 
As we expected, the numbers were not 
good. 

For fiscal year 2001, the CBO indi-
cates the Federal Government will not 
only not have an on-budget surplus for 
the first time since 1999 but that Wash-
ington will actually dip into the Social 
Security surplus to the tune of $9 bil-
lion in order to cover spending. 

The Office of Management and Budg-
et says we will have a $1 billion sur-
plus, but, in my view, that is effec-
tively no surplus. So our financial situ-
ation this year is basically somewhere 
between a negligible surplus at best 
and a $9 billion deficit. 

Some of my colleagues might look at 
the CBO midterm budget review and 
see the problem of on-budget deficits as 
a short-term phenomena since CBO 
projects a return to consistent on- 
budget surpluses after 2004. 

This belief is misplaced. I remind my 
colleagues that CBO’s forecast is based 
on the dubious assumption that spend-
ing in the outyears will increase only 
at the rate of inflation, which is rough-
ly 21⁄2 percent. To say that level of 
spending is unrealistic is an under-
statement, and anyone in this Chamber 
who honestly thinks Congress can keep 
spending at the level of inflation just 
does not live in the real world. 

I remind my colleagues, around this 
time last year, Congress increased non-
defense discretionary spending 14.3 per-
cent and overall spending was in-
creased by more than 8 percent over 
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fiscal year 2000. Had we not spent 
money like drunken sailors in the fis-
cal year 2001 budget, even with the eco-
nomic turndown and the needed tax cut 
for the American people, Congress 
would not have invaded the Social Se-
curity this year. The problem is we 
just spend too much money. If we had 
increased overall spending in fiscal 
year 2001 by only 6 percent, we would 
have saved tens of billions of dollars 
and we would not be dipping into the 
Social Security surplus and we would 
not have a problem in the 2001 budget. 

The concern now is, what will happen 
in fiscal year 2002? As it is, we are on 
track to increase 2002 discretionary 
spending by at least 6 percent over last 
year. The President originally talked 
about 4 percent, and we came out of 
the Senate with roughly a 5-percent in-
crease. Based on the current demand 
for money in Washington and based on 
our past performance, spending in fis-
cal year 2002 will likely grow faster 
than that anticipated by CBO. That 
means next year we will not have an 
on-budget surplus and we are going to 
spend Social Security surplus funds to 
cover the growth in spending. That is 
where we are. 

Alarm bells should be going off all 
over Capitol Hill because we are get-
ting ready to do something Senators 
and Representatives from both parties 
have vowed not to do, and that is spend 
the Social Security surplus. I often say 
‘‘there is always some good that blows 
in an ill wind.’’ In this case, the ‘‘ill 
wind’’ is Congress’s potential use of the 
Social Security surplus. The ‘‘good’’ is 
the hope that it will force Congress to 
control spending, prioritize, and make 
hard choices—what the Presiding Offi-
cer and I had to do when we were Gov-
ernors of our respective States. We had 
to prioritize, we had to make those 
tough choices and live within a budget 
limit. 

We didn’t do that in fiscal years 1999 
and 2000 here in Washington. We had a 
combined on-budget surplus of $88 bil-
lion and Congress and the previous ad-
ministration did not believe they had 
to make hard choices. 

Well, things are different today, and 
now we must make the hard choices. 
The first thing we have to do is avoid 
spending the Social Security surplus. 
The second thing we have to do is not 
increase taxes. According to a national 
poll released by CBS news just yester-
day, more than 70 percent of Americans 
opposed using the Social Security sur-
plus to fund general government spend-
ing; 66 percent of Americans oppose 
using the Social Security surplus even 
in the event of a recession. Our con-
stituents are making it pretty clear 
where they stand. They stand against 
spending the Social Security surplus. 

Some of my colleagues and the media 
say we should spend the Social Secu-
rity surplus to stimulate the economy. 
I say to that, ‘‘hogwash,’’ and so do the 

American people. For me, spending the 
Social Security surplus is black and 
white. It is simply wrong. The fact of 
the matter is there is a difference be-
tween income taxes and payroll taxes. 
Just ask the people who count, the 
hard-working men and women who pay 
those payroll taxes, if there is a dif-
ference. More people pay higher payroll 
taxes in this country today than they 
do income taxes. They expect that 
money will be used for their Social Se-
curity benefits and not for general gov-
ernment spending. 

As my colleagues know, there are 
only two things we should legitimately 
spend the Social Security surplus on: 
Social Security benefits or paying 
down the debt. It is that simple. If we 
are not spending it on Social Security, 
we have a moral responsibility to use it 
to pay down the national debt. 

One of the primary reasons I wanted 
to serve as a U.S. Senator was to have 
an opportunity to bring fiscal responsi-
bility to our Nation and help eliminate 
the terrific debt we have accumulated. 
As my colleagues know, for years suc-
cessive Congresses and Presidents have 
spent money on things that, while im-
portant, they were unwilling to pay 
for; or in the alternative, do without. 
In the process, Washington ran up a 
staggering debt and mortgaged this 
country’s future, my children’s future, 
and my grandchildren’s future. 

We have been reaping all the benefits 
and putting the future of our children 
and grandchildren in jeopardy. In other 
words, ‘‘we buy now, you pay later.’’ 

I cannot convey how wrong I think it 
is to saddle them with such an exces-
sive financial burden, something this 
Congress should correct. Using the So-
cial Security surplus to repay the pub-
licly held national debt will make it 
easier for the Government to meet its 
obligation to pay Social Security bene-
fits in the future. At this point, the 
vast majority of projected debt reduc-
tions—some 75 percent over the next 10 
years—will be out of that Social Secu-
rity surplus. 

In testimony before the Senate Budg-
et Committee last year, Dan Crippen, 
the CBO Director, stated ‘‘most econo-
mists agree saving the surpluses and 
paying down the debt held by the pub-
lic is probably the best thing we can do 
relative to the economy.’’ 

It was true then and it is true today. 
If the Government has little or no pub-
licly held debt when the baby boomers 
begin to retire, it will be more manage-
able for the Government to borrow 
money, the money that it will need to 
meet its obligations if Congress has not 
reformed Social Security by that time. 

The baby boomers will retire. We will 
either take care of their situation by 
raising payroll taxes or raising income 
taxes or having to borrow the money. 
We ought to at least anticipate that. 

Everyone knows that the lockbox we 
are talking about is nothing more than 

a slew of IOUs that must be repaid 
when the baby boomers start to retire. 
As I mentioned, either higher payroll 
taxes or higher income taxes or bor-
rowing the money, those bills will be 
paid, one way or another. 

Moreover, by reserving the Social Se-
curity surplus to help repay that $3.1 
trillion publicly held debt, money cur-
rently invested in U.S. Treasury bonds 
will be released to be invested more 
productively in the private sector. 
More private investment means more 
capital formation and a more robust 
economy now and in the future, which 
is precisely what we need most to meet 
the demands of our retiring baby 
boomers. We have to have a growing 
economy. That is the most important 
thing we have. 

Reserving the Social Security sur-
plus to reduce the publicly held debt 
has the effect of reducing interest rates 
by reducing the overall demand for sav-
ings. In short, reserving the Social Se-
curity surplus to lower the debt sends a 
positive signal to Wall Street and Main 
Street that encourages more invest-
ment, which in turn fuels productivity 
and economic growth. It also lessens 
our cost of servicing interest on the 
Federal debt. 

Currently, we pay 11 cents out of 
every dollar—I don’t think a lot of peo-
ple realize this—11 cents out of every 
dollar is used to pay the interest on 
our debt. Lower the debt and you lower 
the interest burdens, and that frees 
more money for other priorities. 

It was not until 1999 that we got to a 
point where the Social Security sur-
plus was no longer used to offset spend-
ing—being used for debt reduction in-
stead—and members of each party in 
both the Senate and House swore they 
would not go back to using the Social 
Security surplus for spending. In addi-
tion, many of us who supported the 
President’s tax reduction package did 
so because the President promised he 
would limit spending and he would use 
all of the Social Security surplus to 
pay down debt. 

I refer to that as a three-legged stool: 
No. 1, it allows meaningful tax reduc-
tions; No. 2, it restrains the growth of 
spending; and No. 3, it reduces debt. 

That was the promise and I expect 
the President to keep his promise. I 
know many of us who supported the 
tax reduction will keep our promise to 
limit spending, and we are not going to 
spend the Social Security surplus. 

So far in the appropriations process 
we look like we are on track to main-
tain a semblance of fiscal discipline be-
cause we are basically sticking with 
the budget resolution. Those appear-
ances are deceiving because we are 
holding off the toughest bills for last, 
instead of tackling them first. We all 
know the way things are going, we are 
likely to increase spending for defense 
and education far beyond the levels an-
ticipated when the budget resolution 
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was passed. Like my colleagues, I sup-
port a strong national defense and 
funding for true educational respon-
sibilities. However, I think we must 
offset increases in these programs by 
making reductions in other areas, un-
derstanding the President is not going 
to get everything he wants and Mem-
bers of this body are not going to get 
everything they want. 

Unfortunately, that is not what we 
are doing. I agree with President Bush 
that the responsible course of action 
for the Congress is to immediately 
move up the two biggest appropriations 
bills, Defense and Labor-HHS: Consider 
them first. We need to get everything 
on the table and reallocate resources in 
order to stay within the budget limits, 
just as I did when I was Mayor of 
Cleveland and Governor of the State of 
Ohio. 

If we were in this kind of situation in 
a county, or in a city or at the State 
level, we would get everything on the 
table, we would look at all the things 
that need to be done, and say we have 
to reallocate these resources. But not 
in the U.S. Senate. Not in the U.S. 
Congress. We do these appropriations 
bills, No. 1 with blinders on, No. 2 with 
blinders on, No. 3 with blinders on—we 
go all the way to the end and just keep 
ratcheting it up a little bit until we get 
to the biggest ones at the end, and then 
we say: Holy smoke, we don’t have the 
money; and then Katie bar the door. 
That is what has happened in the last 
2 years I have been here. 

I urge the President and urge the 
Senate leadership, let’s get real. Let’s 
look at what we are doing and under-
stand we cannot do everything for ev-
eryone, and try to figure out how we 
can live within the limits we have set. 
We can do that. I think it would be the 
finest thing we could do for this coun-
try. It hasn’t been done around here— 
I don’t remember if it has ever been 
done since I have been watching gov-
ernment, and I have been watching it 
as a mayor and as a Governor for 20 
years. I would like to see that happen. 

The other thing I am going to try to 
do to guarantee we do not end up 
spending the Social Security surplus is 
offer two amendments in the near fu-
ture, with colleagues from both sides of 
the aisle, that will force the Senate 
and House to make the necessary hard 
choices that will bring fiscal discipline 
to the Government and keep the Social 
Security surplus from being used. 

My first amendment I will introduce 
will address Congress’s perpetual irre-
sponsible spending and budget gim-
micks, gimmicks that Congress used in 
1999 to avoid the appearance of using 
Social Security. There are a lot of 
them out there. We have to make sure 
we are honest with the public about 
what we are doing and not try to pull 
the wool over their eyes. 

The second amendment I will be of-
fering is an amendment to guarantee 

Social Security funds will not be spent 
and instead will be used to reduce debt. 
It is my hope, as we proceed through 
the appropriations process, these 
amendments will be given favorable 
consideration by my colleagues and not 
turned aside on a procedural vote. We 
ought to have an up-or-down vote on 
some of these issues that are really 
going to clarify the process and make 
what we do in the Senate more trans-
parent. We owe the American people 
nothing less. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent I be allowed to 
speak for up to 15 minutes in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ENERGY POLICY 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will 

take this opportunity to speak for a 
few minutes on the work that is cur-
rently underway in the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee on 
which the Presiding Officer serves with 
great distinction. We are making an ef-
fort in that committee to develop a 
comprehensive and balanced energy 
policy. I want to inform my colleagues 
about the likely steps we will be fol-
lowing in the near future. 

As I see it, Congress has a real oppor-
tunity this fall to set an energy policy 
that will sustain our economic pros-
perity as we move into this new 21st 
century. The Senate has a key role to 
play in seeing this opportunity does 
not slip through our grasp. 

A great deal has changed since 1992, 
which is the last time Congress enacted 
major energy legislation. We have seen 
energy markets become more competi-
tive and more dynamic. But we have 
also seen some significant bumps along 
the way. 

First of all, consumers are more vul-
nerable to the vagaries of the energy 
markets than they ever were before. I 
think the evidence we have of what 
happened in California with electricity 
prices is one example. 

Second, gasoline supplies are increas-
ingly subject to local crises and price 
spikes due to the proliferation of in-
flexible local fuel specifications. 

Third, we rely more heavily each 
year on natural gas—natural gas to 
heat our homes and to produce elec-
tricity. But our system for producing 
and transporting that natural gas is 
showing signs that it is reaching its 
limits. 

Fourth, the need to address the fun-
damental connection between energy 
and global warming is something that 
is becoming a major concern of many 
of us, and I think rightly so. 

So I am pleased most of my col-
leagues in the Senate recognize these 

challenges. I believe there is a bipar-
tisan consensus in favor of a sensible 
energy policy that will smooth out the 
bumps in the market by increasing en-
ergy efficiency, by boosting our energy 
supplies, by modernizing our energy in-
frastructure. 

Technology and policy innovations 
will be key to achieving this balanced 
outcome so Americans can have reli-
able and affordable energy choices that 
are sustainable over the long term. Our 
energy problems cannot be effectively 
addressed by packaging up a collection 
of tired old wish lists and passing that 
through the Senate floor in a day or 
two. Energy consumers and producers, 
and several committees here in the 
Senate, will need to focus on new en-
ergy approaches if we are to protect 
our national economic prosperity and 
do so through smarter ways to produce 
and use energy. 

For this reason, as the Senate takes 
up and considers energy legislation 
this fall, we will be talking about the 
need for proactive policies, about the 
need for technology-driven approaches 
to our energy problems. We have made 
a good start already in the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. We 
began our markup in July, before the 
August recess—a markup of com-
prehensive energy legislation. 

The first part of the bill that we have 
substantially completed at this point is 
a comprehensive revitalization of the 
national capabilities for energy re-
search and development. Putting re-
search and development first reflects a 
broad consensus that new science and 
new technology are at the core of any 
solution to our national energy chal-
lenges. Despite the importance of en-
ergy R&D, our recent commitment to 
it leaves a great deal to be desired. The 
level of effort we are making today in 
Federal energy technology research 
and development is equivalent in con-
stant dollars to what we were making 
in 1966. Yet our economy is three times 
larger today than it was in 1966. It is 
very hard to see how we can build a 
21st century energy system on a 1960s 
level of effort in the research and de-
velopment budgets. 

The committee will begin its delib-
erations beginning this next week and 
its effort to mark up a bill this next 
week. Major topic areas before the 
committee as we move forward in this 
markup will include policy proposals 
to improve energy efficiency, to im-
prove our ability to produce energy 
from a great diversity of sources, and 
to tackle the tough issues related to 
electricity restructuring. 

Today I am releasing a detailed de-
scription of the proposed chairman’s 
mark in these various areas. I am also 
releasing the text of the major portions 
of the bill we will be working on in 
committee—the next major portion of 
the bill. This part of the bill will deal 
with electricity, and it will provide a 
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